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1.0  INTRODUCTION  

Salmonids depend on various habitat types throughout their life-cycle to support individual 
survival as well as population sustainability (Bjornn and Reiser 1991, Roni et al. 2014). The 
suite of habitats and associated environmental conditions experienced throughout their 
life-cycle subsequently influence the abundance, productivity, distribution, and diversity of 
salmonid populations (McElhany et al. 2000). The quantity, quality, and connectivity of 
these habitats are thus inherently critical to salmonid survival and productivity (Roni et al. 
2014). Since salmonid growth and rearing in freshwater habitats have the potential to 
influence survival at later stages, it is critical to protect and restore freshwater habitats.  
 
As juvenile salmon grow and transition through early life stages, their habitat use and 
distribution appears to shift with different habitat types being used at different times of the 
year (King County 2017a). In order to support the continuum of early life stages, a variety 
of freshwater rearing habitats are needed throughout the Bear Creek study area. 
Freshwater habitat quantity, quality, and connectivity are inherently related to well-
functioning riverine, floodplain, and riparian processes. Supporting these processes 
through protection and restoration strategies can promote the habitat conditions needed 
by juvenile salmonids.  
 
Critical salmonid life stages are sustained by protecting areas where habitat conditions are 
closer to well-functioning as well as actively restoring areas where habitat conditions are 
degraded. Protection strategies aimed at conserving well-functioning areas in the Bear 
Creek watershed may include continued or further implementation of land-use policies 
that protect habitat areas including regulatory mechanisms such as comprehensive plans, 
critical areas ordinance, shoreline programs, zoning regulations, storm water management, 
and reduction of development impacts. Additional strategies aimed at protecting critical 
habitat areas include conservation easements and transfers/purchase of development 
rights, water rights and instream flow protection, best management practices and 
voluntary measures, as well as other strategies. Protection strategies are integral in 
ensuring that well-functioning area remain intact and help to minimize the net loss and 
degradation of available habitat areas. 
 
In areas of the Bear Creek watershed where habitats have been degraded, restoration 
strategies should focus on habitat quantity, quality, variety, and connectivity as well as 
decreasing the pressures which degrade habitats. Restoration strategies suggested for the 
Bear Creek watershed include floodplain and wetland restoration/connection, off-channel 
and side-channel restoration/creation, tributary restoration/connection, large wood 
supplementation, riparian forest restoration, and road and bridge crossing improvements. 
These restoration strategies help to support and maintain riverine, floodplain, and riparian 
processes which in turn provide the habitats that support various salmon life stages. 
Details of how each strategy supports instream habitats and habitat-forming processes are 
included in Table 1. Riparian restoration is an integral element in Bear Creek conservation 
and restoration; however, discussion and prioritization of rip arian strategies is not 
included in this Appendix but rather detailed in Appendix D ɀ Riparian Corridor Strategies. 
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 Restoration Strategies and Ecological Benefits . 

Restoration 
Strategy 

Salmonid Ecological Benefits* 

Tributary 
Confluence 
Restoration 

Provides rearing habitats, high-flow and predator refuge, areas of high food 
resource availability, potential cold water refugia, increased connectivity to 
habitat areas, and increased confluence habitat heterogeneity. 

Wetland 
Connection 

Provides connection to rearing and overwinter habitats. Improves water quality, 
hydrology, primary productivity, organic matter retention, and food resources 
availability. 

Floodplain 
Connection 

Reconnects lateral and floodplain habitats important for rearing and refuge, 
allows channel migration, restores longitudinal connectivity, supports transport of 
nutrients and sediment. Improves water quality, hydrology, water residence time, 
overbank fine sediment deposition, primary productivity, and organic matter 
retention. 

Off-channel & 
Side-Channel 
Creation 

Provides rearing and overwinter habitats, high-flow refuge, areas of food 
resource availability, spawning habitats, increases habitat heterogeneity and 
complexity. 

Large Woody 
Debris Addition 

Increases pool frequency/depth, woody debris, habitat heterogeneity and 
complexity, spawning gravel, sediment retention, and organic matter retention. 
Provides cover from predators, food recourses, and promotes hyporheic 
exchange. 

Road/Bridge 
Crossing 
Improvements** 

Improves channel and floodplain connectivity, fish passage and colonization, 
water quality, hydrology, and reduces sediment supply. 

* Summarized from Roni et al. 2008, Rice et al. 2008, and Roni et al. 2014 
** Road/Bridge Crossing Improvements can be accomplished through various efforts and supports fish 
passage needs  

  
Within the Bear Creek study area, one or more of the aforementioned restoration strategies 
are included in an instream habitat project . Determination of which restoration 
strategies were included with in a given instream habitat project is discussed in Section 2.1 
and 2.2. Additionally, Sections 2.3 ɀ 2.6 discuss an approach used to determine the 
prioritizat ion and ranking of restoration projects across Bear and Cottage Lake creeks.  
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2.0  INSTREAM HABITAT  STRATEGY 

SELECTION  AND PROJECT 

IDENTIFICATION  

2.1  Restoration Project Footprint Areas   

In order to determine the locations of habitat projects as well as the relative sizes of project 
areas, project footprints were determined for the mainstem of Bear and Cottage Lake 
creeks. A focus was given to mainstem channels since detailed data was not available for 
many tributaries and since fish-use analyses from 2016 were focused on mainstem 
channels (King County 2017a). The 100-year floodplain was used as the initial template for 
the boundaries of project footprint areas. These boundaries were adjusted to site-specific 
topographic, elevational, and floodplain features along the river corridor using LIDAR, 
orthophotography, and wetland data sets. These boundary adjustments were focused on 
aligning project footprint areas around infrastructures and landscape features as well as 
ensuring footprint areas included floodplain features such as wetlands and tributary 
confluences. The wetland data set used for these boundary adjustments came from the 
Assessment of Bear Creek Watershed Wetlands (King County 2017b). The upstream and 
downstream breaks in project footprints were based on road crossing, changes in land-use 
(e.g., public to private lands), and/or changes in specific restoration strategies. The 
upstream extents of all project delineation were based on the upstream extents of mapped 
floodplains as well as the upstream extents of salmonid use within the watershed. 

2.2  Restoration Strategies  and Habitat projects  

Restoration strategies suggested for the Bear Creek watershed include channel restoration, 
floodplain and wetland restoration/connection, off-channel and side-channel 
restoration/creation, tributary restoration/connection, large wood supplementation, 
riparian forest restoration (discussed in Appendix D), and road/bridge crossing 
improvements. These various restoration strategies were grouped into five broad 
categories including tributary confluence restoration, wetland connection, floodplain 
connection, off-channel and side-channel creation, and large woody debris addition. Road 
and bridge crossings were considered as a restoration strategy but were not included in 
specific project areas. Rather, these projects were identified across the mainstem of Bear 
and Cottage Lake creeks based on locations were road/bridge crossings intersected the 
mainstem channel and were subsequently included as a separate point data set. 
 
Within the project areas delineated from Section 2.1, determination of specific restoration 
strategies was based on the relative proximity/adjacency of a project area to floodplain 
features, wetlands, and landscape modifications. Additionally, land-use and ownership was 
considered when determining potential restoration strategies within a project area. The 
selection and rationale of relevant restoration strategies are detailed in Table 2. 
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 Determination of Restoration Strategies for Project Areas . 

Restoration 
Strategy 

Determination of Inclusion in a 
Restoration Project 

Data Source 
Important Limitations/ 
Caveats 

Tributary 
Confluence 
Restoration 

Proximity/adjacency to tributary 
confluences: areas around 
tributary confluences help to 
support tributary restoration and 
connection. 

King County Streams 
and Rivers (King 
County GIS library) 

Some tributaries may not 
be included in the 
streams and river 
inventory. 

Wetland 
Connection 

Proximity/adjacency to wetlands: 
areas around wetlands will help 
support wetland connection, 
creation, and restoration. 

Bear Creek combined 
wetlands (from 2017 
Assessment of Bear 
Creek Watershed 
Wetlands) 

Limitation of wetland 
inventory discussed in 
Assessment of Bear 
Creek Watershed 
Wetlands. 

Floodplain 
Connection 

Available floodplain extents: 
areas where the floodplain is 
less constricted and has a 
greater extent will provide more 
area for floodplain connection. 

King County 100 Year 
Floodplains, LIDAR, 
orthophotography, 
Bear Creek combined 
wetlands  

Corrections to the 100 
year floodplain were 
made to account for 
infrastructures, 
landscape features, and 
floodplain features. 

Off-channel & 
Side-Channel 

Creation 

Proximity/adjacency to available 
floodplain extents: floodplain 
areas may have topographic and 
geomorphologic characteristics 
that support channel migration 
which help to create and connect 
off-channel and side-channel 
features. 

King County 100 Year 
Floodplains, LIDAR, 
orthophotography, 
Bear Creek combined 
wetlands 

Corrections to the 100 
year floodplain were 
made to account for 
infrastructures, 
landscape features, and 
floodplain features. 

Large Woody 
Debris 

Addition 

Proximity/adjacency to available 
floodplain extent as well as 
areas in public ownership and/or 
areas with minimal 
infrastructure: areas in public 
ownership or with minimal 
infrastructure may be best suited 
for large wood placement to 
ensure minimal risk of wood/river 
movement to infrastructures and 
public safety. 

King County Public 
Lands Areas, King 
County 100 Year 
Floodplains, LIDAR, 
orthophotography, 
Bear Creek combined 
wetlands 

Corrections to the 100 
year floodplain were 
made to account for 
infrastructures, 
landscape features, and 
floodplain features. 

 
Within the Bear Creek study area, one or more of the restoration strategies in Table 2 was 
included in an instream habitat project. Instream habitat projects were determined 
throughout the mainstem of Bear and Cottage Lake Creeks with a total of 65 instream 
restoration projects identified for the Bear Creek Study area. A few restoration projects 
included only one strategy; however, the majority of restoration projects included several 
strategies. An abbreviated list of projects and specific restoration strategies is included in 
Table 3 and the comprehensive list is included in Tables 7 ɀ 13. 



APPENDIX B: Instream Habitat Project Identification and Prioritization 
Bear Creek Watershed Management Study 

 

King County Science and Technical Support Section  B-9 April 2018 

 Select Instream Habitat Restoration Projects in the Bear Creek Study Area.  

Project Sub-Basin Location Restoration Strategies 

LB3 Lower Bear Creek Downstream of NE 95th St. 
Tributary Confluence Restoration, 
Floodplain Connection, Off-channel & 
Side-Channel Creation, LWD Addition 

LB4 Lower Bear Creek 
Between NE 95th Street 
and NE Novelty Hill Rd. 

Wetland Connection, Floodplain 
Connection, Off-channel & Side-Channel 
Creation, LWD Addition 

LB5 Lower Bear Creek 
Upstream of NE Novelty 
Hill Rd. 

Floodplain Connection, Off-channel & 
Side-Channel Creation, LWD Addition 

C7 
Cottage Lake 
Creek 

Upstream of NE 136th St. 
Wetland Connection, Floodplain 
Connection, Off-channel & Side-Channel 
Creation 

C9 
Cottage Lake 
Creek 

Adjacent to 194th Ave NE 
Floodplain Connection, Off-channel & 
Side-Channel Creation, LWD 

C20 
Cottage Lake 
Creek 

Upstream of NE 165th St. 
Tributary Confluence Restoration, 
Wetland Connection, LWD Addition 

UB4 Upper Bear Creek Upstream of NE 127th St. 
Wetland Connection, Floodplain 
Connection, Off-channel & Side-Channel 
Creation, LWD 

UB11 Upper Bear Creek Upstream of NE 141st St. 
Wetland Connection, Floodplain 
Connection, Off-channel & Side-Channel 
Creation, LWD 

UB17 Upper Bear Creek Upstream of NE 155th St. 

Tributary Confluence Restoration, 
Wetland Connection, Floodplain 
Connection, Off-channel & Side-Channel 
Creation 

 

The cost of restoration projects in similarly sized creeks average about $3,000,000 per 
river mile. Restoration projects identified for the mainstem Bear and Cottage Lake creeks 
range in estimated construction costs from $90,000 to $2,100,000 (see Section 3.4 for 
specific project costs). These approximated construction costs do not include any related 
acquisition costs, so a separate approach was used to estimate acquisition costs. The 
acquisition costs for a given project were estimated based on the average cost-per-acre for 
private parcels within a project area. The cost was based on the acquisition of only the 
fraction of the parcels within the proposed project areas and does not include acquisition 
of outside areas or built improvements. Acquisition costs for projects estimated for the 
mainstem Bear and Cottage Lake creeks range from $10,000 to $1,000,000 (see Section 3.4 
for specific project costs).  
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3.0  INSTREA M PROJECT 

PRIORITIZATION  

In order to determine the prioritization of individual instream restoration projects, each 
project was scored and ranked. The process of scoring and ranking instream habitat 
projects is outlined in the following discussion. A schematic of instream habitat scoring and 
prioritization is included in Figure 1 and relevant data sets are discussed in Section 3.4. 
Instream habitat projects within the Bear Creek study area were prioritized based on two 
main scoring criteria including a restoration value score  as well as an 
opportunity/feasibility score .  
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Figure 1.  Schematic of instream habitat project scoring and prioritization for the main stem of 
Bear and Cottage Lak e creeks (detailed in Sections 3.1 ï 3.4). 
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3.1  Restoration Value Score   

The restoration value score  for each instream project was based on three elements 
including:  1) the ecological value of individual restoration strategies included in the 
project area, 2) the acreage of a given project area, and 3) the potential likelihood of fish 
use within a given reach. 
 
Restoration Value Score = Ecological Value Score * Project Area * Potential Fish Use  
 
The ecological value of restoration strategies within a project area was based on the 
influence of a given strategy on habitat quality/quantity, variety, and connectivity. The 
scoring of individual restoration strategies is outline in Table 4. Scores for individual 
restoration strategies which were included within each project area were added up and 
resulted in a combined ecological value score . The scoring system was aimed at giving 
project areas more ecological value if several restoration strategies could be included in the 
project area (e.g., a project area with all five restoration strategies would have a combined 
score of 100 while a project area that only one restoration strategy would have a score of 
15, 20, or 25).  
 

 Ecological Value Scores for Restoration Strategies in the Bear Creek Watershed . 

Restoration Strategy 
Ecological 
Value Score 

Rationale 

Off-channel & Side-
Channel Creation 

25 

Off-channel and side-channel areas have the potential to 
provide year-around habitats for juvenile salmon. The 
availability and importance of these habitats for juvenile 
salmon rearing and foraging in Bear and Cottage Lake 
creeks has been noted by King County (2017a). 

Tributary Confluence 
Restoration 

20 

Tributaries have the potential to provide year-around 
habitats for juvenile salmon and the importance of tributary 
confluences for rearing and refuge has been well 
documented. 

Wetland Connection 20 

Wetlands have the potential to provide year-around 
habitats with connectivity related to season, channel 
features, and floodplain connectivity. Wetlands are 
important for juvenile salmon rearing and flood refuge as 
well as helping to support riverine and floodplain processes.  

Large Woody Debris 
Addition 

20 

Large woody debris is needed throughout the Bear Creek 
watershed and influences riverine and floodplain 
processes. Placement of large wood may be limited due to 
infrastructures and public safety so opportunistic areas of 
potential placement are a high priority. 

Floodplain 
Connection 

15 

Floodplain habitat availability is seasonal and may not be 
available year-around. Areas of available and connected 
floodplain habitats can provide juvenile salmon with flow 
refuge and rearing during winter and spring. 
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Once an ecological value score was determined for a project area, the ecological value score 
was then multiplied by an area score for that project.  Project a rea scores were 
determined by binning all of the potential restoration projects areas into three area classes:  
smaller, medium, or larger. Binning and scoring was based on separating the range of 
project acreages delineated from Section 2.1 into thirds with the lowest third designated as 
smaller projects (score = 1), the middle third designated as medium projects (score = 2), 
and the top third designated as larger projects (score = 3).  The scoring of project areas was 
based on the potential benefits of a given project acres to salmon habitats (i.e., larger 
project areas have greater benefits). 
 
The product of the ecological value score and project area score was then multiplied by a 
potential fish use score. Potential fish use  of a project was evaluated and scored based on 
the relative location of projects throughout the mainstem of Bear and Cottage Lake creeks. 
Projects in Lower Break Creek (downstream extent of the Bear Creek study area upstream 
to the confluence with Cottage Lake Creek) were given the highest potential fish use score 
(value = 3) since the vast majority of adult and juvenile salmon moving throughout the 
Bear Creek system will travel through habitats in Lower Bear Creek. Additionally, since 
Lower Bear Creek has the greatest amount of instream habitat degradation, the likelihood 
of restored habitats being utilized by juvenile salmonids may be high in Lower Bear Creek.  
Upper Bear Creek (confluence with Cottage Lake Creek to upstream extent of salmon use) 
and Cottage Lake Creek (confluence with Bear Creek to upstream extent of salmon use) are 
both utilized by adult and juvenile salmon; however, spawning densities of Chinook salmon 
are generally greater in Cottage Lake Creek. Subsequently, projects in Cottage Lake Creek 
were given a potential fish use score of 2 and projects in Upper Bear Creek were given a 
potential fish use score of 1.  
 
Road and bridge crossings were not included in this project scoring system due to the 
difficulty in deterring potential project area extents as well as limited information on 
crossing conditions and the related degree of fish passage impairment. Rather than 
individually scoring and prioritizing road and bridge crossing projects, all projects of this 
type were highlighted as important and prioritized similarly across the watershed. These 
projects are important due to the impacts of road and bridge crossing on floodplain 
constriction, channel connectivity, and riverine-floodplain processes.  The prioritization of 
road and bridge crossings improvements would be a beneficial programmatic strategy 
moving forward and could be based on the degree of fish passage impairment, location 
within the watershed, age of facility, and species presence. 

3.2  Project Opportunity/Feasibility Score  

In addition to a restoration value score, instream projects across the Bear Creek study area 
were also given an opportunity/fe asibility score . The opportunity and feasibility of 
instream projects was determined based on two elements including: 1) the land-uses 
within a given project area and 2) the adjacency of instream projects to salmon habitat 
project locations listed in the Water Resource Inventory Area 8 (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon 
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Conservation Plan (WRIA 8 Steering Committee 2005, WRIA 8 Salmon Recovery Council 
2017).   
 
Opportunity/Feasibility Score = Land -Use/Designation Score + Adjacent WRIA 8 
Project Locations 
 
The land -use/designation  element of the opportunity/feasibility scores was calculated 
based on the percentage of a project area that was in land-use types and designations 
which may be conducive to restoration strategies (discussed below). Land-use types and 
designations were grouped into 4 broader bins including public ownership, easements and 
Public Benefit Rating System (PBRS), farm and agriculture, and non-farm/agriculture 
private ownership. Land-use types/designations that tend to be more opportunistic for 
restoration strategies include public ownership, easements and Public Benefit Rating 
System, as well as farm and agriculture. While areas in non-farm/agriculture private 
ownership can be opportunistic or feasible to habitat restoration, we were not able to 
accurately evaluate the degree to which these areas may or may not be supportive of 
restoration strategies.   
 
Areas in public ownership are considered to be the most opportunistic/feasible for 
restoration since these lands generally have fewer infrastructures, are highlighted as a 
priority from public outreach, and have Bear Creek project partner jurisdiction. Parcels 
with easements or conservation current-use taxation status (e.g., Public Benefit Rating 
System program) are considered to be the next most opportunistic/feasible land-use for 
restoration strategies. In the Bear Creek study areas, these parcels tend to still be in private 
ownership; however, their conservation status for habitat preservation makes these areas 
ideal locations for potential restoration or for further improvement to riverine conditions. 
Since infrastructures may still be present in these areas and ownership may not support 
certain instream restoration strategies, a correction factor was applied to the percentage of 
project areas in this land-use type/designation (dividing the acreage percentage by 2).  
Farm and agriculture was considered as the next most opportunistic land-use/designation 
type for restoration strategies. While areas in this designation are likely in current use for 
farm/agricultural purposes, these areas may provide restoration opportunities since 
parcels tend to be larger in area than private non-farm/agricultural parcels and generally 
have fewer infrastructures near water bodies. However, since these parcels are still in 
private ownership and may have conflicting land-use priorities (e.g., farmland preservation 
vs. habitat restoration) a correction factor was applied to the percentage of project areas 
that were in this land-use type/designation (dividing the acreage percentage by 3). Areas 
in solely non-farm/agriculture private ownership were considered to be the least 
opportunistic and feasible for restoration due to smaller parcel sizes, various private land 
owners, and higher occurrences of infrastructures. As previously mentioned, while these 
areas have the potential to be opportunistic or feasible for habitat restoration, the degree 
to which these areas may be supportive of restoration strategies is not easily determined. 
Across the land-use/designation bins, the opportunity/feasibility scores varied from 0 
(project areas being in all non-farm/agriculture private ownership ) to 1 (project areas 
being in all public ownership). 
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The adjacency of instream habitat project areas to WRIA 8 project  locations  was also 
included in the opportunity/feasibility score . The WRIA 8 salmon habitat project lists for 
Bear and Cottage Lake creeks include various projects aimed at addressing the 
conservation needs outlined in the WRIA 8 Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan (WRIA 8 
Steering Committee 2005, WRIA 8 Salmon Recovery Council 2017). These projects include 
various strategies focused on removing pressures which degrade habitats, improving 
habitat and water quality conditions, protecting aquatic resource, and addressing land-use 
impacts and management strategies. This information provides a useful reference to 
various projects which have either been completed or proposed in the Bear Creek 
watershed. Projects on the WRIA 8 Salmon Conservation list have had some degree of 
vetting, either through salmon recovery forums, through previous planning efforts, or 
through communication with local jurisdiction, habitat enhancement groups, or private 
property owners. Subsequently, adjacency of Bear Creek instream projects to these listed 
WRIA 8 project locations was considered to increase the opportunity or feasibility of a 
given instream habitat project. Each WRIA 8 project that fell within or was adjacent to a 
Bear Creek instream habitat project area increased the opportunity/feasibility score of that 
given project area by 1 (+1 per project).      

3.3  Prioritization Categories for Restoration 

Projects  

Once instream habitat projects were given a restoration value score and an 
opportunity/feasibility score, the projects were then prioritize d by graphically evaluating 
the relative scores. The ranges of the restoration value scores and opportunity/feasibility 
scores were divided into 4 quadrant categories, with each quadrant-category indicating the 
relative project prioritization (Figure 2). Separation of quadrant categories was based on 
the 50th percentiles of the restoration value scores and the opportunity/feasibility scores 
for all habitat projects. Quadrant category designations include higher priority, moderate - 
higher priority, lower - moderate priority, and lower priority.  
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Figure 2.  Plot of Restoration Value Scores and Opportunity/Feasibility Scores for Instream 
Habitat Projects  identified  in the mainstem of Bear and Cottage Lake cr eeks. 

 
All of the 65 instream habitat projects identified for the mainstem of Bear and Cottage Lake 
creeks were prioritized. Twenty one restoration projects were categorized as higher 
priority with  10 projects being in Lower Bear Creek, 3 in Cottage Lake Creek and 7 in Upper 
Bear Creek (Figure 3-6). Projects that ranked as higher priority  have the highest 
restoration value scores and the highest opportunity/feasibility scores. These projects 
should be the highest priority for restoration and protection in the Bear Creek watershed 
since they have the greatest value and opportunity. Higher priority projects would result in 
the restoration of ~5.8 river miles at an estimated construction and acquisition cost of 
~$17,370,000 and ~$4,193,000, respectively. 
 
Fifteen restoration projects were categorized as moderate - higher priority with  7 projects 
being in Lower Bear Creek, 4 in Cottage Lake Creek and 5 in Upper Bear Creek (Figure 3-6). 
Moderate - higher priority projects have relatively high restoration value scores but lower 
opportunity/feasibility scores. These projects may require further private/public outreach 
as well as conservation/protection strategies (e.g., easements, PBRS, acquisition, etc.) prior 
to restoration to help increase opportunities and feasibility.  Moderate - higher priority 
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projects would result in the restoration of ~3.8 river miles at an estimated construction 
and acquisition cost of ~$11,370,000 and ~$6,673,000, respectively. 
 
Twelve restoration projects were categorized as lower - moderate priority with  2 being in 
Cottage Lake Creek and 11 in Upper Bear Creek (Figure 3-6). Projects that ranked as lower 
- moderate priority have low restoration value scores but relatively higher 
opportunity /feasibility scores. Since these projects may be opportunistic/feasible but have 
less value, it may make sense to implement these project in concert with highest priority 
projects (when funding is available) to increase project connectivity and to increase the 
relative size of higher priority project areas. Lower - moderate priority projects would 
result in the restoration of ~2.0 river miles at an estimated construction and acquisition 
cost of ~$5,970,000 and ~$1,784,000, respectively. 
 
Seventeen restoration projects were categorized as lower priority with 1 projects being in 
Lower Bear Creek, 13 in Cottage Lake Creek and 2 in Upper Bear Creek (Figure 3-6). Lower 
priority  projects have relatively lower restoration value scores and opportunity/feasibility 
scores. Since these project rank lower, they are a relatively low priority among all projects 
but may help supplement habitat needs when other prioritized projects have been 
addressed. Additionally, similar to moderate ɀ higher priority projects, these lower priority 
projects may require further private/public outreach prior to implementation. Lower 
priority projects would result in the restoration of ~2.3 river miles at an estimated 
construction and acquisition cost of ~$7,020,000 and ~$4,173,000, respectively. 
 
Across the mainstem of the Bear Creek study area, there were 31 identified road and/or 
bridge crossings (Figure 3-6). As discussed in Section 2.3, road and bridge crossings were 
not included in the project scoring system, but rather highlighted as important and 
prioritized similarly across the watershed. 
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Figure 3.  Bear Creek Study Area Restoration Project Prioritization  (specific project numbers as 
well as road/bridge crossing projects are included in Figure 4-6). 
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Figure 4.  Lower Bear Creek Restoration Project Prioritization  (road/bridge crossing projects 
were not included in the prioritzation scoring ). 
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Figure 5.  Cottage Lake Creek Restoration Project Prioritization  (road/bridge crossing projects 
were not included in the prioritzation scoring).  
















































